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Preface

he United States and much of the rest ofwwld currentlyarein the worst economic downturn since
theGreat Depression. In mostS. states, ste and local revenuésvedeclined dramatically and have
been slow to recoverhe economic crisis has resulted in education budget cuts that have shortened the
school yearshrunken the education workforce, and eliminated many district classes and activities.
Students have borne the brunt of these cuts, experiencing more crowded classrooms, less opportunity for
individual attention, and fewer course and extuaricular opions in many caseRistricts have also laid
off teachers, support staff, and administrators, exacerbating the lack of demand and unemployment crisis
that are at the root of the sluggistonomicrecovenfundi ng for Oregonds ublic
revenue generated by a robust economy, but at the same time a robust economy depends on a well
educated, productive workforce. The more innovative economy and higher incomes that come with a
bettere ducated popul ati on ar eslohgtekreptosperityo be t he keys t

Led by Governor John Kitzhabandthe Oregon Legislatur®regon has initiated broad set oéducation
reforms thatwill affect all levels of educatiorAmong the met significantreforms in 2011 were SB 250,
which impacted thgovernance and funding of Education Service Districts; SB 552, which eliminated the
elected State Superintendent of Public Instruction; and SB 909, which created the Oregon Education
Investment Board and a Chief Education Officer position as well as neswgmce bodies for higher
education and early learning. In 208B 1581 requiredducation entities to enter into achievement
compacts with the Oregon Education Investment Baand HB 4165 defined the powers and
responsibilities of the Earlydarning @uncil and created the Youth Development Courities reforms

are intended tamprove the ducationalbutcomes aall levels of theeducdéion system andeduce the cost

of education deliveryThereforms build on actions already takentbg State Boardf Education, raising
graduation requirements andanginghe focus for earning a diploma to student demonstrations of
academic proficiency rather than credits and seat time. The board also adopted the national common core
educational standarddesignedo establista common set aigorousstandards imll states.

A dominant feture of these initiatives is thategration of all levels ofducatiod from prekindergarten
through higher educatiéninto a coherergystem that providesseamlessontinuum é education services
better tailored to individual student needs. Curremtlgck of shared expectations and poor information
flows make key transitiong?fe-school to kindergartemlementary taniddle school, middle to high

school, high schodb highe education) more difficult than they need to be for students, and in thegproces
learning time can bidst andstudentsanbecomdlisillusionedwith the system

The proposed reformmomote what Governor Kitzhabkra s ¢ a | |-l eodo sae oA taigmpbationa c h t o
governance. Thismeatishe st ate wi l |l be Atighto on stthatitdar ds
requires of educationaln st i t ut i o n the methads thefirstibubossamiage o meet those

standards and expectatiofisother words, the state sets expectations for student outcomes, agi/ésen

schools flexibilityin deciding how to best achieve those outcomes. dppsoach recognizes that Oregon

students and schools will benefit by having a clear set of expectatiomsliealdo have enough flexibility

and local controld tailor programs to local circumstances and needs

The Quality Education Commissidmoks forwardto being a resource fmlicymakers as the education

reforms are developed and implementddderitsc ur r ent st atutory charge, t he
remai ns o0 nl2é6rhd dstriotHasd BSDs, but as the refoppngceed, promotinmtegration

across the entire education entempres broadening of the changél becomenecessary. The commission

looks forward to that challenge.
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Executive Summary

Asthe U.S. suggles through itfifth year of the economidownturn, most state and local
governmentgontinue to expéence very slow revenue growi@regon relies heavily on the income
tax to fundits K-12 schools, and income tax revenues tend to recover more slowlgthigartaxesfter a
recessionWith slow income tax revenue growtnd withthelimited ability of school districts to raise
additional revenue on their own, nearly all OregorostUistricts have made budget cuts over trat fdze
years, and mangre expecting to have taitcfurther in the coming year.

The funding ga the amounby whichactual school funding falls short ahelevel required to meet
Oregonds e da coatinuesstogrolv. Ag Exhilit 4 showke gap of $2.27Billion in 201113
is expected to grow 7% to $2.439 billion in 2a18 and another 7% to $2.609 billion in 2016 if the
state continues to base its funding on the Current Service Level.

Exhibit 1 : Quality Education Model Funding Requirements

Billions of Dollars 2011-13 2013-15 2015-17 ‘

State Funding Requirement for Current Service Level $5.727 $6.315 $7.004
Percent Change from Prior Biennium 10.27% 10.90%

State Funding Requirement for Fully Implemented Model $8.005 $8.755 $9.613
Percent Change from Prior Biennium 9.37% 9.80%

Funding Gap: Fully Implemented Model above Current Service Level $2.277 $2.439 $2.609
Percent Change from Prior Biennium 7.11% 6.95%

Despitethese funding trends, which have led to a decline in infla@josted revenue pstudenjthe

percentage of Oregon students meeting or exceeding the benchmarks on state assessments has continued to
increase, kthoughtheincreases are slowgn particularly in science and writin@f more concern are

Or e gsgradbation rates. Just.8% of studerd who started high school in 20@& graduated within 4

years and that number rose orgightly to 66.4% for those starting in 2006 and to 62% for those

starting in 200708. Or e g o n 40s10-28 edhdation goalsswhich require that 100% of students
graduatdrom high schoolsimply cannot be metithout a significant closing of the fundingmalong

with amore productive use of resoes:

As part of its charge to identify best practiemsl evaluatéunding requirementshe Quality Education
Commissiorformed two panels for its 2012 work: the Best Practices Panel ardastePanelThe Best

Practices Panel conductadtatewide survegnd individual school interviews to characterize and compare
the use of formative assessnsmtdteacher collaboration. Usirdata from the Oregon Department of
Education (ODE)the Ranel was able to directly compgrairs ofdemographicallgimilar schols that had
different performance lel&to specifically identify whiclactivities made a positive difference in student
learning.The Best Practices Panel found that formative assessments help teachers improve their instruction
andeffective data and eoamunication systems improve the collection and use of formative assessment data
and lead to increased student achieveng&mdents also benefit when teachers spend more time analyzing
assessment data with colleagues, when parents and students areguilagifeexiback, and teachers use
proficiency-based grading systems derived from academic standards.
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TheBest Practicesdhel also found that teacher collaboraimmost effectivavhen there is staff

ownership of the process. Collaborative activities éma¢rge from teachers themselves, often informally,

can be the most effective of dfl.c hool s wi t h a posgiotdoi wadound Waysdaetok a nd
together, oftemutside of formal systems, which led to increased performamitmout staff uy-in,

additional time for collaboration isftenunproductive or even counterproductive. District and building

level leaderships a crucial precondition to good practicend districts and schoolsth more

sophisticated understanding and applicatibaducational initiativesesponded more quicklp student

needs and changing state goals and showed increased performance.

The Cost Panel used a myjltar dataset to follow cohorts of students as they progressed through the
grades. Byelating studenachievement irachgrade to prior achievement and to instructional
expenditures at the school level, the Péoaked for relationships between spending and student
achievement at different grade levels. Understanding how resources influence studeatattiat

different grade leve|sandhow achievement carries over into later grades, can pralisgs about how the
allocation of resourcescross the grades affects taeel of achievement students are able to reach in high
school. While not definiti@, our results suggest adding resources at the late elementary grades and the
middle school grades provides the most bimghe-buck. We do not, however, have adequate data at the
pre-school and kindergarten levels to include those students in thesianaty more researehneeded, and

it is critical that those data dovetail with the higinality data we already have forXR.

Recommendations

Since the passage of Measur eshasbeenindeblifel If Orédgonrisdta ng f
ach eve itds goal of having all students graduate f
achieving an associateds degree and another 40% a
needdo reverse that decline.

To that end, the @ality Education @mmission recommends that the state adoptyes funding plan
that phase full funding of the Quality Education Model by the 2623 biennium. For the first phase, in
the 201315 biennium, the Commission recommends a State Schodldppropriation of $6.895 Hion,
9% above the Current Service LevEherecommended State Schoairfel amounts for subsequenginia
in the phasén periodcan be found in Exhibit 29

Based on thavork of the Best Practices and CoanBls, the Commissiaaso makes the following
recommendations:

9 School districts should improve the collection and us#atd fromformative assessments. The
statecan play a roldy promoting effective tools, practices, and knowledge sharing.

School staff can get the mostriadit from formative assessments by:
Spending at least 60 minutes per week analyzing assessment data with colleagues

Giving feedback to parentgeekly

= =2 =/ =2

Giving feedback to students daily
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91 Sctool districtsand individual schoolshould promote teacher collaation and devote enough
time and resourceso itis implemented well. Approaches that have a high level of teachén buy
hold the most promise for success.

91 Teacher collaboration activities should include setting specific goals for improving student
achevement.

91 Districts should take a fresbok at the resources they allocateéndividual school buildings
relative to student performancillocating resourcebased on theeffectiveness at increasing
student achievemeand graduation rategather tha on staff to student ratios (or their variants),
can help districts get the most out of their resources.
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Introduction

Mission and Purpose of the Quality Education Commission

he Oregon Legislative Assembly established the Quality Education Coromissstatute in 2001.
Under Oregon law (ORS 327.500 and ORS 327.5306),e Commi ssi ondredo: r esponsi b

1) Determine the amount of monies sufficient to ensure that the state system of kindergarten through
grade 12 public education meets the quadgls established in statute.

2) Identify best practices based on education research, data, professional judgment, and public values, and
the cost of implementing those best practices-itkschools.

3) Issue a report to the Governor and Legislative Assembdywénnumbered years that identifies:
fCurrent practi ces -12 public édecatisnt at eds system of K
9 Costs of continuing those practices
1 Expected student performance under those practices
1| Best practices for meeting the quality goals
1 Costs of implemeting the best practices
9 Expected student performance under the best practices

9 Two alternatives for meeting the quality goals

Oregonds History of High Education Goal

Oregon has maintained philosophy of setting high goals for its schoatgl studentdespite the

incentives inherent in the federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) for states to lower their stanaiadds

despite revenue shortfalls resulting from the economic downturns of 2003 andi2@08.1991 Oregon
Education Act for the ZiCentury | egi sl at or s outl i ned-12dysieimlofengi ng
education. They called for a wortdass school system in which all students are challenged by rigorous
academic content standards and have the opportunity to gain knowledge arto skikch their full

potential. The State Board of Education has developed staédgwilielines for what students should

know ard be able to dd to implement these legislatigmals.

Oregon is also in the process of phadimghe new standards estaiied by the Oregon Diploma, which

were adopted in 20808. The new diploma provides greater clarity about what students in public schools
are expected to learn and be able to do by the end of high school and sets higher academic standards for
students, bginning with the graduating class of 2010. By 2014, when all of the new requirements have
been introduced, Oregon students will be required to complete more &rediteth, English/language

arts, and scienéedemonstrate proficiency in nine essentiallskéilnd meet personalized learning
requirements in order to earn the Oregon Diploma.

In 2011,0rego® s St a of Edudativmdopted the Common Core Standards, a set of rigorous
academic standards developed by a collection of states under the camdh#ite Council bChief State
School Officers (CCSSO). These common standards are intended to represent a natioachdetot
standardsor all K-12 public schools.

10
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And most recently, the Oregon legislature adopted a set of education reformseorbgGovernor John
Kitzhaber that willintegrateall levels of public educatiomiOrego® PreKindergarten through higher
educatio® and emphasize student proficiency in mastering academic content rather than seat time. In
addition, the reforms seek tevise funding structures to provide incentives for desired outcomes rather
thansimply paying for the number of students enrolled.

The proposed reforimsosa¢esoapproomadle tao iedwydbdati on go
be Atitgdhn darmas sand expectations for student outcoi
can use to meet those standards and expectations. This appitballbw individual school districts,

community colleges, and foyear universities to tailor tivgprograms to the needs of their specific student
populations.

Previous Commission Recommendations

Since 2000, the Quality Educationf@mi s s i o n 6 s provielgr ohjettise ahabyses instructional

best practices, schoaolt yf uendduicnagt,i oann dg oCarl esg. o n 6Tsh eq urae p
findings about student performance,-prdent spending, demographiaiig class size, curriculum, and

PreK through higher educatiasignment. The 2010reportfocused on math instruction anthth course

taking patterns in middle and high school amatle the following recommendations:

1 Provide more time for new teacher induction andgotbedded professional development.

1 Provide adequate resources and staff so that schools can offer Algaisesdouhjh school
credit in the ¥ or 8" grade. Early introduction to Algebra concepts promotes higher achievement
in high school.

Align the timing of student courdeking with the timing of state assessments.

Include adequate classroom spaces, lemelass sizes, and early identification of struggling
studentsand additional instruction time with licensed math teachers.

9 Allocate time and resources to districts to develop frameworks for the articulation of math
programs for 4 grade through highchool.

Develop a strategic focus on practices that build a solid academic foundation in the early grades.

Invest instrategies and allocate additional resources where they will have the greatest impact on
student performance. Time and leadership areifyriovestment targets.

The recommendations above continue to be worthy goals, eweetime of severe funding constraints.

Many of these recommendations can be implemented by redeploying existing resources or at a modest cost
in added teacher and stafanning time. The Commission hopes that schools and districts continue to
incorporate these recommendations in order to improve educational opportunities for all Oregon students.

The Work of the 2012 Quality Education Commission

Or egono6s QtioraModel(QEMEtarporates data and assumptiabsutschool size,
demographics, staffing, professional development, technology, supplies, and other factors in order to
estimatethe costof meeting the education goals established in Oregon st&ateaps more importantly,

the model camlsobeused to predict the effects of supplying resources at different levels. In this way, the

11
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QEM can be used to eixfaomipnoel iac yv agruieesttyi oonfs fAawhda ts ¢c e n a
the coss of raising or reducing class sizes, providing additional reading and math specialists, offering more
professional development and collaboration time for teachers, or hiring more high school counselors? And
how might student achievement outcomes changadhsuch scenari®d The Quality Education Model

allows policymakers to evaluate various policy scenarios in terms of their financial implications and

compare them with the costs of providing the current level of services in Oregon schools.

Every two yearshte Quality Education Commission conducts an extensive, Hoaadd review process to

examine and updatediQuality Education ModelPrior reports have focused on thelK systerf s

progress oward t he goal of 90 per cesadcadenfic pédformapaen st uder
benchmarks. In 2006, the Commissaamefully examinedhe relationship between school funding and

student achievement. TBO08 report explorethe practices, resources, accountability, and systems

improvement associated with ingphenting the newgraduatiorstandardshat came with the creation of the

Oregon Diplomaln 2010, the Commission examinte challenges for math education presented by the

new Oregon Diploma requirements, and it also developed a capital cost modelléonsugpthe operating

cost model that is the core of the QEM.

In 2012 theQuality EducatiolCo mmi ssi ondés Best Practices mafhel exnp
the 2010Commission that the Stafdnvest instrategies and allocate additional resourceswhthey will
have the greatest impact on student performance. Time and leadershgp pri ori ty i nvest me

In 2012 thePanel focusedts researcton professional collaboration and formative assessment. These were
the two areas dkacher practewherecurrert educational research fintlsee most compelling evidencé
effectiveness in ensuring improved student achieverietPanetsed an o#ine survey of all active

Oregon Teachet® evaluatéhe prevalence of teacher activities associati#ttl pvofessional collaboration

and formative agssment The Panel also didfallow-up analysis of the effectiveness of these same
teacher activies usinga second round of dine surveying and osite interviews obtaff athigher

performing and lowr performingschoolswith similar demographics

The Cost Bnel, in addition to its regular update of the model to reflect the most recent datdevaitab
evaluatechow resource allocatiommongschools (elementary, midglland high) can affeechiexement as
studentgprogress through the grad&y. relating the pattern of student achievement to instructional
expenditures as cohorts of students progressed through the, ghatRanel sought tadentify where, along
the K-12 spectrum, schools were gedf the most banépr-their-buck in achieving sident learning. The
results havehe potential to help school districts determine if they are allocating their resources across
schools in the most productive way possible.

This report presentde findingsand recommendations of the Commission a@lsd containsipdated

estmate®of t he costs of operating a system of school s
goals. This report also includes current information about school funding andtstadievement in the

state and discusses alternatives to full implementation of the Quality Education Model.

The Commission thanks all of the educators, school board members, parents, and community leaders across
the state who contributed their time, eKjse, and insights to this report. Additional informatibowt the
Commission anthe Quality Education Modek available on the Oregon Department of Education website

at http://www.ock.state.or.us/search/results/?id=166

12
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The Prototype Schools

I n the Quality Education Model, the school serves as the unit gfsémalh order to determine the

impact of statewide increases or decreases in funding, it is necessary to understtiadishen an
individual school 6s oper at i dofaeus arthescheotleve thent academ
Quiality Education Model is structured anauprototypeslementary, middle, and high schgaach

designed to hel p s tadademit standamse and perd@rmangeogonalss Eabhipmtbtype
school reflectshe resources needed to implemieest practices and research associated with effective and
high-performing schools angervesasa mechanisnby which to evaluate the resource andtc

implications of proposed education programs, policies, and strategies. While the prototype schools are not
intended to be prescriptive, they can assist educators, policymakers, and citizens in understanding and
making informed decisions about schaedources and funding.

Quality Indicators Quiality Indicators are norfiscal traits that
indicate organizational functioning and

efficiency, which he prototype schools are
Leadership that facilitates student learning assumed to posses$hesethirteenindicators
Parental/community involvement are based on research about effective schools and
Organizational adaptability serveasmeasuresf whether a school employs
Safe and orderly leaing environment effective practices and uses resources efficiently.
District policies to support learning The Quality Indicators fall into four broad
categories: schodével, teacherelated,

Teachers classroordfocused, and studewkntered factors.

A Teacher and teaching quality

A et sollnsiEien Best Practicesare stratgies and programthat

have been demonstrated@gearch and

experience to be effective in promoting high

Classrooms levels of student achievement. The protosype

A Effective instructional programs and methody] demonstrate how schools of céntaizes and

A School database collection and gsé to characteristics malye designed to implement the
improve instructional programs best pratices. TheQuality Education

St Commissioridentified the following essential

" udents_ characteristics that support best practices:

A Readiness to learn '

A Connectedness to school and engagement il
academics and extaurricular programs

A Professional development program
A Teacher efficacy

9 Each student has a personalized education
program

1 Instructionalprograms and opportunities doeused on individual student achéwentof high-quality
standards.

Curriculum and instructional activities are rele
Each student has access to a rich and varied electiwgrgoular and extrgurricular program.

The school creates small learning environmentsftisér student connection.

=A =4 =4 =4

The school provides and encourages connections with significant adults, including parents, mentors
and other advisors to ensure that each student develops a connection to the greater community, along
with a strong sense of self

13
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1 The school makes dataformed decisions about tlvapability of programs to foster individual student
achievement.

1 The school at upper grade levels uses commimaised and worksite learning as integral components
of its instructional program.

1 The schol has a comprehensive staff induction program that guides recruitment and employment and
provides ongoing professional development programs.

1 Costeffective management of resources allows school districts to better meet the needs of the greatest
number ofstudents.

ThelIndividual Prototype Schoolsincorporate what research and best practices have shown to be most
important in improving student achievement and provide a level of resources that adequately promotes and
sustains that goal. Each prototype shiocludes:

1 Adequate staffing Prototype Schools

9 Added instructionalime and activities

for student$aving trouble meeting Elementary Schood 340 Students
standards All -day kindergarten
A Class size average of 20 in primary grades
9 Curriculum development and A Class size of 24 in gradess4
technology support A 4.5 FTE for specialists in areas such as art, music,
reading, math, TAG, library, ESL, child
9 Onssite instructional improvement development/counselor

1 Professionbedevelopment for teachers Middle SchooB 500 Students

andadministrators Class size average of 22

1.5 additional teachers for math, English, and scie
Alternative programs for special needs anrdsk
students

Volunteer coordinator and community outreach
worker

One counselor foevery 250 students

Adequate campus security

9 Collaboration time for teachers
1 Adequate classroom supplies

1 Adequate funds for building
maintenance

-
i
A
A
A
A
H

igh Schoob 1,000 Students
A Class size average of 21
3.0 additional teachers for math, English, and scie
Alternative programs for special needs ardsk
students
Volunteer coordinator and community outtha
worker
One counselor for every 250 students
Adequate campus security
Schootto-work coordinator

Prototype Resource Assumptionare
incorporated into each prototype school i
the Quality Education Model. The basic
assumptions include:

> > >

1 The size of edtschool is within a
rangethatresearchiterature recognizes
as efficient.

> D>

I The assumed level of teacher
experience is aboatverage for schools
in Oregon.

14
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Each school has Internet access.

Teachers are using technology in the designdatigery of instrietion.

The schools are located in close proximity taudmanized area.

The schools are slightly below the state mediasoaioeconomic status (4@ercentile).

The schools have approximately 13 percent of staulents identified for special education.
Elevenpercent of the students are recognized as speaking English as a second language.

The principal is knowledgeable about reform requirements and is supportive of the reform goals.
The principal is skilled as a leader and a manager.

Teachers are opéa reform goals and the training necessary to support the reform requirements.

=A =4 =4 =4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -9

Teachers possess content knowledge necessary to teach to applicable state standards.

Changes in the Quality Education Model 2012

The followingexhib t s depi ct d<201@pro®iypa elénerdarypmmddlle, and high school.
Theyillustratec har act eri stics of the QEMbés prototype scho
and the changdbhat would occur under full funding of tiqguality Education Model. The charggthat

have been incorporated are those recommended by the @ssnmion 6 s Best Hamescti ces a

The Current Service Lev@rototypes represented in Exhibitg 2how the characteristics of schools under

current funding levels, based on actual sjieg patterns in Oregon schools. The Rilynded Prototypes

show the Commi ssionbés recommended | evel of fundin
Education Model, including all relevant resources and education programs.

15
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Exhibit 2 : Prototype Elementary School 0340 Students
Current Service ‘ Fully-Funded ‘
Level Prototype Prototype Difference
Kindergarten Half-day Full-day Doubles learning

time

Average class size

23 for grades K3

20 for grades K3

Cuts class size by

25 for grades 4 24for grades 45 3 for grades K-3
and by 1 for
grades 45
K-5 classroom teachers 13.7 FTE 16.0 FTE Adds 2.3 FTE
Specialists for areas such as art, music, PE, reading, math, TAG, | 3.5 FTE 5.0 FTE Adds 1.5 FTE
library/media, second language, or child development
Special education licensed staff 25FTE 3.0FTE Adds 0.5 FTE
English as a second language licensed staff 0.5 FTE 1.0 FTE Adds 0.5 FTE
Licensed substitute teachers $120per student $120per student
Onsite instructional improement staff None 0.5 FTE Adds 0.5 FTE
Instructional support staff 5.0 FTE 6.0 FTE Adds 1.0 FTE
Additional instruction time for students not meeting standards: 2094 Limited Summer school, after Additional
students school programs, programs for
Saturday school, 20% of students
tutoring, etc.
Professional development time for teachers 3 days Equivalent of 7 days Equivalent of 4
additional days
Dedicated Teacher Collaboration Time Limited 2 hours per week Additional 2
hours per week
Leadership developmeétraining for administrators Limited Equivalent of 4 days 4 additional days
Students per computer 6 6
Textbooks $64 per student $107per student $43per student
Classroom materials & equipment $76 per student $89per student $13per student
Other sipplies $54per student $80per student $26 per student
Operations and maintenance $742per student $813per student $71per student
Student transportation $437per student $437per student
Statelevel special education fund $32 per student $85 per stident $53 per student
Centralized special education services $100per student $100per student
Technology services $181per student $205per student $24 per student
Other centralized support $338per student $360 per student $22per student
District administrative support $305per student $305per student
Education Service District Services $632per student $744per student $112 per student
Total Expenditure per Student in 2016011 $9,674 $11,886 $2,212
Percent of studaits meeting stamlards in 201011
Reading 3rd grade=83% n/a
5th grade = 7%
Math* 3rd grade=6% n/a
5th grade = 5%

Percent of students egected to meet standards by 20167

Reading

3rd grade=88%
5th grade -85%

3rd grade=9%%
5th grade = 926

Math*

3rd grade¥0%
5th grade = 66%

3rd grade=83%
5th grade = 746

*The score required to meet the standard was raised in1Z20Hd percentages are not comparable to thqsean

QEM reports
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Exhibit 3 : Prototype Middle School 0500 Students

Current Service Fully-Funded ‘

Level Prototype Prototype Difference

Class size in core subjects of math, English, science, social studieg
second language

23

22, with maximum
class size 029 in core
academic subjects

Cuts average class
size by 1 in core
subjects

Staffing in core subjects 20.0 FTE 21.0FTE Adds 1.0 FTE
Extra teachers in math, English, and science 0.5 FTE 15FTE Adds 1.0 FTE
English as a second language licensed staff 05 FTE 0.75 FTE Adds 0.25 FTE
Special education and alternative education licensed staff 4.0 FTE 45FTE Adds 0.5 FTE
Media/Librarian 1.0 FTE 1.0 FTE
Counselors One for every 333 One for every 250 Adds 0.5 FTE
students students
Licensed substitute tehers $120per student $120per student
Onsite instructional improvement staff None 1.0 FTE Adds 1.0 FTE
Instructional support staff 110 FTE 110 FTE
Additional instruction time for students not meeting standards: 2094 Limited Summer stool, after- Additional
students school programs, programs for
Saturday school, 20% of students
tutoring, etc.
Professional development time for teachers 3 days Equivalent of 7 days Equivalent of 4
additional days
Dedicated Teacher Collaboration Time Limited 2 haurs per week Additional 2
hours per week
Leadership training for administrators Limited Equivalent of 4 days of | 4 additional days
training
Students per computer 6 6
Textbooks $51 per student $107per student $56 per student
Classroom materials & equinent $72 per student $94 per student $22per student
Other supplies $62per student $91 per student $29per student
Operations and maintenance $791per student $868per student $77 per student
Student transportation $439per student $439per student
Centralized special education services $100per student $100per student
Statelevel special education fund $32 per student $85 per student $53 per student
Technology Services $184per student $205per student $21 per student
Other centralized suppor $324per student $347per student $23per student
District administrative support $315per student $315per student
Education Service District services $632per student $744per student $112 per student
Total Expenditure per Student in 201611 $9,957 $11,501 $1,544
Percent of stud@ts meeting standards in 20141
Reading 2% n/a
Math* 65% n/a
Percent of students expected to mestandards by 20B-17
Reading 8% 87%
Math* 70% 7%

* The score required toemnt the standard was raised in 210 so percentages are not comparable to thqseon

QEM reports
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Exhibit 4 : Prototype High School 31,000 Students

Current Service ‘ Fully-Funded ‘

Level Prototype Prototype Difference

Class size in core subjects of memglish, science, social studies, 23 21, with maximum Cuts average class
second language class size of 29 in core | size by 2 in core
academic subjects subjects
Staffing in core subjects 42.0 FTE 44.0 FTE Adds 2.0 FTE
Extra teachers in math, English, assaience 1.0 FTE 3.0FTE Adds 2.0 FTE
English as a second language licensed staff 0.5 FTE 0.5 FTE
Special Education and alternative education licensed staff 5.0 FTE 5.25 FTE Adds 0.25 FTE
Alternative education and special programs 25 FTE 25 FTE
Media/Librarian 1.0 FTE 1.0 FTE
Counselors One for every 333 One for every 250 Adds 1.0 FTE
students students
Licensed substitute teachers $120per student $120per student
Onsite instructional improvement staff None 1.0 FTE Adds 1.0 FTE
Instructianal support staff 20.0 FTE 20.5 FTE Adds 0.5 FTE
Additional instruction time for students not meeting standards: 2094 Limited Summer school, after Additional
students school programs, programs for
Saturday school, 20% of students
tutoring, etc.
Profesgonal development time for teachers 3 days Equivalent of 7 days Equivalent of 4
additional days
Dedicated Teacher Collaboration Time Limited 2 hours per week Additional 2
hours per week
Leadership training for administrators Limited Equivalent of 4 days 4 additional days
Students per computer 6 6
Textbooks $56 per student $140per student $84 per student
Classroom supplies and materials $110 per student $130per student $20per student
Other supplies $66 per student $102per student $36 per studert
Operations and maintenance $846per student $930per student $84 per student
Student transportation $457per student $457per student
Centralized special education services $100per student $100per student
Statelevel special education fund $32per student $85 per student $53 per student
Technology Services $188per student $205per student $17 per student
Other centralized support $328per student $367per student $39per student
District administrative support $315per student $315per studat
Education Service District services $632per student $744per student $112per student
Total Expenditure per Student in 201611 $10,095 $11,620 $1,525
Percent of studaits meeting standards in 2014.1*
Reading 83% n/a
Math 68% n/a
Percent of students expectetb meet standards by 20&-17
Reading 8% 93%
Math 7% 83%

* Starting in 201@L1 high school students took the test in th8 drade rather than the 10th, so percentages are not

comparabled those in prior QEM reports
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The Best Practices panel Report

I n every iteration of the Quality Education Model report, the Commission has focused on identifying and
analyzing best practices in teaching and learning. The direction, scope, and metlesd ahtlyses

have been informed by reviews of educational research, data collection from Oregon educators, and
comparative academic performance. This year, the Commission determined that the Panel should focus on
two practices: Formative Assessment andcheaCollaboration.

This focus is differentrom past years because the Panel is not attempting to discover new practicds presen
in higherperforming schoolsbha s ed on past vy e addafaamlgsasptioelPanel startedr vi e w:
already havin@ foundation of knowledge~or example, we examinembordinated teacher planning work
between grade levels and buildings that centered around standards and acadentiatdredéfitted the
students in those schools; investing in the development of teasheffective instructional leadeis
promotestudent success; and a system of adequate resources and programming based on early
identification of struggling students, and appropriate interventishichresulted in greater student

growth. The Panel analgd this prior work and reviewed the litenge with respect to theggactices and
suggested two deeper areas of study: formative assessment anddekaberation. The Panel was

interested in analyzing, characterizing, and costing this work basetool performance data,

demographic data, surveys, and interviews.

Formative Assessment

What exactly is formative assessmehnt2 i s wusually defined first as be
assessment, with summati vieebegniahacgnmmbriee ewdy and
misconception ishat formative assessments are quizzes and summative assessments are tests, with the
quizzes given more frequently and imanner that checks how the studeares progressing and how they

will do on the upoming test. Modern formative assessments go beyond the notion of a quiz in their
sophistication, and t he ybead me amoarreefiacfutibasedcrud fuenr r e d
a s s e s simaddition, ualike a quiz, formative assessments aresaitfor the purpose of student

accountability. They are important as measures that teachers use to assess and modify their own

instructional practice.

Effective teacherase the data from assessments to change their practice and improve student learning.
Frequent formative assessments provide a mechanism whereby teachers can gahhamhsensitive

data flow showing hei r studentsd progress, allowing the tee
research on this topic confirms that student learning ase®when formative assessment and appropriate

teacher responses are present in the classroom. Furthermore, when the formative assessments are designed
from the content standards to assess key learning targets, they provide the best guidance for resource
alocations to meet school and district goals.

The Panel waspecifically interested idetermining how often activities associated with formative
assessment atessed in successful schools and classrooms in Ord@dgmseactivitiesneed to be designed
andimplementedy teachers, alone or gollaborative work structure¥he assessments they umsed to

be reliable and valid and aligned to the summative assesstiaintetermine the degree to which students
are meeting State Standartiéost importantly, he classroom teachers and the school need to be able to
change practices and create interventions when the data show the need.

19



www.ode.state.or.us Quality Education Commission Report 2 012

Teacher Collaboration

Unlike formative assessment, teacher collaboration is a much lesdefiad practice. It is almost
universally true that teachers meet together in grade level teams, content area departmeras)jata te
behavior support teams, Individualized Education Btams, and/or site councils. The goals and agendas
for these teams, as well as their membershiymagreements, and authority, differ widely, even in the
same school building. As an aggate these meetings represesignificant investment in time and money
for the school. And although the nature of teacher collaboration is complex and to soaeesitegr

specific, it is also true that most case studies of higher performing districts and schools cite effective
teacher collaboration as a key factor to explain the performance.

One practice that has been widadyi mgo@Pdmmmdu miatt y ® n@!
also been incorporated into many Oregon schools. As is true for many new ideas, PLCs are defined and
implemented differently in different schools and departments. Effective PLCs can improve teacher efficacy

and student learngnin two fundamental ways. First, they become the natural extension of and fuel for

effective formative assessment. When teachers in PLCs regularly study the standards, create common
assessments, compare performance, modify and adjust curriculum togethenare resources, their time

and effort translates into higher learning. Second, the subject matter focus and open practice orientation of
PLCs are structudsfor meaningful, jusin-time professional development. When teachers in a PLC

request techni¢aupport, new learning, or resources, they have a high degree of focus and investment in

the process and the outcome.

Beyond Pofessional earningCommunities, other related structures to foster teacher collaboration have

been designed and implementeddahools. Critical Friends Networks have groups of teachers meet and

use protocols, of which the Aconsultancy protocol
together the art of objective data collection and then help teachers and schoslsataiesproblems of

practice; Lesson Study participantsa®velop lesson plans, observe each other teaching the lessons, and
modify and adjust as necessary.

TheBest PracticePanel is specifically interested in how teacher collaboration is useddassiiul schools

in Oregon. Since time is such a precious resource, it is critical that the experience and effort is meaningful
for teaching and learning. In addition, teacher collaboration time can be a complex and political issue. The
amount of norstudent contact hours, the question of whether there is a paid leadership structure to support
the teacher teams, and the role of the building and district administration in creating and fostering the teams
are all issues that must be negotiated, formally formally.

Demographic and School Performance Data

The Oregon Bpartment of Education (ODE) collectismograhic and Oregon Assessment of Knowledge

and Skills (OAKSXata for all students and schools in the state. One way to analyze this conjunction of

data sets is to consider the different demographic charactesiitentsgpecial educatiqriree and

reduced lunch, racial/ethnicity, English Language Leaete) as i ndependent vari abl
assessment performance as the dependenblearidsing this construct, the ODE has done regression
analyses to determine how and to what extent thes
performance. This method of statistigaontrolling fordemographic influensgrotects the datadm any

false assumptions about the effect of things 1|ike
chil dren can | earn at high Il evels. o
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To identify highperforming (HP) and lovperforming (LP) schools we use a statistical model that takes
into account the characteristics of thadgnts in each schoahd the level of funding that each school has.
We use regression analysis to relate those variables to student performaaseared by individual student
OAKS scores Research dating back thd early 1960s shows these variables to be correlated with student
success.

This analysis allowss to predictthe er f or mance of students in a schoo
and the level of funding the school has availablée then compa how the students in each school

actually perform on the OAKS compared to how the statistical model predicts they will perform, given

student characteristics and funding levdfsa school performs well above the predicted level, it is

considered higiperforming. If it performs well below the predicted level, then it is considered low
performing.This method has the advantage of taking into account student characteristics and funding

levels, something that many of the other approaches to rating senfwhpance do not.

Matched Pairs Analysis

From the group of high and low performing schools, 4 pairs of schools were seledegiterinterviews

(one pairs oklementaryschools, one pair aghiddle schools and two pairs of high schools). The paiere

selected because they have comparable demographics but very different levels of academic performance on
OAKS. These foumatched pairare examined individually later in this report

Interview Data

Panel members travelled to thirteen Oregon schaalsconducted interviews with teachers and
administrators. Six of the schools were elementary, with three being in the high performing category, two
in the low performing, and one that scored close to its predicted score. Three of the schools were middle,
with two being high and one low. Four were high schools, with two high performers and two low
performers. One or two interviewers were present and they were encouraged to get direct quotes and to
offer their gestalt impressions. The interview questionaged on formative assessment and teacher
collaboration; sometimes the responses led to peripheral conversation and data gathering.

The schools interviewed represent all regions of the state and both rural and urban settings. However,
because larger schicgizes make the predicted achievement more certain and the differences more
significant, small schools were not considered for the interviews. It is likely that studying small schools that
have high or low performance would be informative; however haider to identify trends and generalize

from the small school data.

School Interviews

Panel members conductdirteenschool interviewsln every interview, school staff members were asked

the same set of questions. The interview teams contactedpaisiaiho, in turn, selected the other staff to

join them in the interview. The interview conditions therefore varied greatly from school to school with

regard to who attended the interview and thheénr vi ewe e 06 s k nwide/practceseTheof s cho ol
thenes identified below are conclusions and conjectures of the panel members, based on the evidence
presented. In a later section, these themes will be compared to evidence from the teacher survey. These
themes are also areas for suggested future study usingegformalized research model.
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Formative Assessment

Data and communication systerkgher performing schools tended to use district or 4idistrict data

systems to track formative assessment progress, chronicle work sample information, and buoitdcelec
portfolios. These schools were most aware of the importance of accessible progreswidatee most

likely to requestmore. There was particular interest in having more effective methods to offer achievement
data to parents imaaccessible webased format. Effective data systems made for more effective

formative assessment and teacher collaboration practices. This finding matches with what was found in the
two previous Best Practicesufel reports. Teachers and building administrators supmpoingd and state
practices to improve data systems, especially to support meaningful classroom formative assessment and
progress monitoring. There is a continuing call for state leadership in this area.

Student as the key agent to learniHggher perfornng schools tended to focus on having students be
conscious of and responsible for the learning targets in the classroom and on the progress they are making.
These include portfolios, studelet conferences, peer evaluation, and specific lessons whdeatstuvere

taught the standards. Students facile with their own formative assessment data are better empowered and
directed to foster their own education.

Proficiencybased gradingrhis is an approach to classrot@aching andjrading that is notraditional in

two major ways: assessments are explicitly targeted to academic staaddrdsidents have multiple
opportunities to reach or exceed the standard with extra time and revision being part of the process. Often
these teachers eschew letter grade&) M favor of Exceeds/Meets/Nearly Meets/Does Not Mesbme

other scheme to have students focus on the learning, not the grade. In Panel inteze@wswtaff who
mentioned proficiencpased grading when they were answering questions aboutifegraasessmemtas

found only in the higher performirgghools interviewedAll of the grading schemes used in these high
performing schools had as their basis the state content standards and/or the Common Core Standards and
the school assessments werplieitly aligned tothe content of the Oregdkssessmenif Knowledge and

Skills. In general, proficiencpased grading appears to make students as well as staff more aware of their
progress towards specific learning targets and more effective in mdeisggtargets.

Teacher Collaboration

Effective collaboration is more than just teacher meetiBgth high and low performing schools report

that their teachers work together. The amount of time they spend meetoigasrelated with higher

student acldvement. Whatloescorrelate with higher achievement is the extent to which these teacher
teams focus on achievement results and the amount of ownershipiarthayteachers have with respect

to the teacher team structure. Teacher choice is an impoeaidalble for effective collaboration activities.

In addition, staff development activities that were requested by the teacher teams were found to be more
relevant and timely to the teacher. Here, it was crucial that the district directly support callaborat
activities that helped seed new practices that become engrained in the school culture.

Teachers need to own the agen@ae of the single most significant factors in high performing schools

with respect to teacher collaboration wasldslershipf the school and district administration in

supporting the collaboration. The support that made a difference was not necessarilgdotiobecnor

extra compensatioft, was empowering the teachers to speak freely, make decisions, allocate staff
developmentesources, and have a voice in the master schedule. This supports earlier Panel findings that
teacher leaders and opinion makers matter a great deal. Without teacher leadership, building or district
initiatives that supgrt student achievement have lesarate ofbeingsuccessful
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Additional Findings

Work Ethic Teachers and other staff appeared to be working hard in all schools, high and low performing.
Most school interviews reflected the fact that staff members work before and after traditional sah®ol h
giving direct services to students. Additionally, many staff spend additional time meeting together to
collaborate during their lunch and beyond the school day.

School improvement sophisticatiowhile the surfacéevel responses in high and low fegming schools

were similar and many of the same terms were used in initial answers, higher performing schools tended to
have a deeper understanding of the nuances of school improvement and had more complex and adaptive
instructional systems in place. Semxamples include: (1) egoing reevaluation of formative assessment
tools to make sure they are valid; (2) differentiated class sizes and differentiated core instructional time in
secondary schools; (3) early adoptioritef Common Coret&ndards and comon alignment of standards
among district schools; (4) meeting protocols to foster effective teacher collaboration; (5) attention to
creating an aligned spectrum of student interventions starting at the classroom level that allow schools to
intervene in tB most coseffective and leastestrictive manner to get a response. Much of the

sophistication observed in interviews is a credit to staff development work conducted over the last decade
on a statewide basis. Higher performing schools tended to usedtiaimouse experts (those who have
benefitted from the statewide initiatives), while lower performers continued tddoblelp regularly from
outside consultants.

School climateWhile it is impossible to strictly identify cause and effect in thisifigdhigher performing

schools tended to speak more positively about their school and their effectiveness while lower performing
schools tended to see themselves as victims of their context. In particular, at some schools staff members
explicitly describedhemselves as triumphing over adversity and described this stance as a school credo.
Some schools had intentional processes to identify factors beyond their control, grieve them, and then focus
on the factors they can control. Schools with a positivexclime an-doa &atantude found
together, sometimes outside of formal systems, which led to increased performance.

Matched Pairs
Case 1: Elementary Pair (HP = high performing, LP = low performing)

The elementary matched pair produced ekstantrast between two schools that serve dpgverty

student populations. One important condition to note is the very low quality of the facility at the LP school:
teachers work in portables and in the winter rarely venture out from their classro@nt$P Tacility was

clean with walls filled with student work and affirming statements.

With regard to formative assessments, the HP school was notable for analyzing different formative
assessment types and their relative strengths and weaknesses. IrsthebiFit was clear there was an
ongoing cycle of continuous improvement with regard to the building plan for formative assessment. The
LP school talked in more general terms about school and district alignment. The HP school utilized a
district databast submit work samples while the LP school collected writing samples and some physical
portfolio documents. The HP school was intent on finding a way to use the student information systems to
better communicate assessment data to parents online. Tha sfétéerventions in the HP school was
centered in the classrooms, while the LP school focused more on building consultants and additional
programs. The schools had a similar amount of intervention time daily for struggling students.
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The HP school repatl a number of staff collaborative activities, including lesson study, studio classes,

and professional learning communities. However, they were very conscious of the fact that they needed
more time to do th job right. The HP school had a hdify everyitimester, while the LP school had an

early release every week. With regard to meeting structure and effectiveness, the HP interview again was
notable because of the critical nature of the response: the HP staff valued meeting time and they wanted to
analyz how they were doing it and improve. The HP staff also specifically noted that they share student
work with each other to get detailed feedback for improvement. The interviewer noted that at the HP
school, the principal and lead teacher both were exaltedt the work they were doing together. At the LP
school the interviewer noted a lack of the feeling that the school was excelling.

Case Two: Middle School Pair (HP = high performing, LP = low performing)

Both middle schools in this pair are rusghmls with enrollments of abodi00students The HP school

was closer to other schools/districts than the LP school, which faced a setting with the challenge of great
geographic distance fromothersohb s, or f r o m Betlefacpitiesewemvellfoousedore s . 0
improving student achievement, and were working very hard.

Both schools reported on a variety of formative assessment practices. The HP school notably had a chart in
the gymnasium depicting the scdvanent.3he Hpsclog alses s wi t
reported that they had district alignment for the development of formative assessments and that they used
portfolios, while the LP schoolworkwasor e | oc al i z e The ldhsdhoofifad aeodeg | i ng. O
week advisory periodyut the LP school had no time for extra help for students. In fact, at the LP school,
teachers did not have a prep period at all.

The answers with regard to teacher collaboration time were very similar between the schools. The HP
school reported more stiwred planning time, but both schools were using their time in ways that focused

on student achievement. One differem@es thaimost of the HP school activities were organized by the
principal and conducted with the whole staff while the LP activitiag wwore likely to be led by a teacher

and done in smaller groups. Teachers in both schools reported confidence and comfort with their leadership
structures.

Case Three: High School Pair (HP = high performing, LP = low performing)

The first pair of high shools are medium to large in size (§0000) and are the only high school in their
district. Single high school districts can help create conditions that support more effective alignment. Both
schools had relatively new principals who each eagerly engdagedeep level with their staff during the
interviews. However, their descriptions of the leadership styles of their predecessors and the history of
district mandates helped explain the differing performance of the two schools. In the HP schoof, the staf
fondly recalled how their last principal had given over to the staff a significant amount of dec&iomg
responsibility. They recounted how she had | ed a
creating an explicit list of the factorssthcould control with regard to their students and factors they could
not control. The HP school staff had come togetiied with added responsibility and authority they were
functioning better as a staff. In contrast, the LP school staff had a difféoeynof their recent past. They

had implemented a mandatory Professional Learning Community structure for all staff, which produced
immediate resistance and discontent with no real perceived progress for any but their math department.

With regard to formative assessments, the HP school reported that their departments had some limited

success with common assessment planning and review. At the LP school most of the groups had found the
PLCsistr ai ned an dTheHPcschbol spegificallyanentiesdowdmportant it was for
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students to understand their formative assessment data and teachers used portfolios for that purpose. The
portfolio system at the LP school was limited to career standard work samples and documentation. The HP
school staff memberwere beyond the first stages in the process of common core alignment. At the LP
school, they had recently worked with anlme curriculumauditing program from their ESD to develop

power standards based on then current Oregon content standardsf lastatied that they needed just a

year later to start the process over again to align to the remlelyted Commogore Standards. The HP

staff had specific examples of new course titles and reconfigurations that had resulted from teachers
studying data ahsuggesting interventions. For example, they differentiated the length of specific classes to
give more time on task to particular students and subjects. The LP staff commented that their freshman
intervention class was unsuccessful and that it wouldhaeged. The LBtaff also mentioned staff

resistance to administration suggestions that they develop more classroom interventions. The HP school
usedOAKS, PSAT and grades to help guide student entry into and exit from intervention classes. The LP
school dentified the fact that some staff feel there is a disconnect between those who need interventions
and those who are actually receiving them, but they did not have-badagd description of the problem.

The LP school has had a recent histdrgsiensily well-supported PLE€ that are given dedicatddhe and
guidance to help improvaaff efficacy and student achievement. However, all staff agreed that these teams
are only in some cases productive while in most cases they appear to be unproductimtenr cou

productive. The HP school had fewer formal structures than most high schools with an almost completely
flat leadership model. Their recenttiois/ since the last principal wés form adhoc committees to address
issues. Most of the productive teachellaboration that the HP school described was squeezed in
whenever possible and made more possible by having teachers who are working together in adjacent
rooms. The HP teachers talked about the value of their collaboration with colleagues as balitdyincre
satisfying.With regard to collaboration, this casedstyprovides somewhat courtiatuitive results In one

case a school is implementingeofessional Learning Community (althoygborly) andits students are
underperforming. In the other caseschool iSmplementing a patchworlf approaches and somehow

doing that very well, creating a climate and culture of high staff and student achievement.

Case Four: High School Pair (HP = high performing, LP = low performing)

The second high school pa@presents schools from large urban districts that have similar size and
demographics, but entirely different organizational structures. Each school serves a relatively diverse
population of over BOO students and a student community with a high pegetafamilies who qualify

for free and reduced lunch. The LP school is a traditional comprehensive high school; the HP schools are
part of a set of small schools that exist on the same physical campus. Three of these small schools scored in
the top six irthe state with regard to doing better than predicted on thgra@eOAKS reading and math

tests. The interviewers at the LP school noted that the school is recently turning around the impression that
they are a poor school, with particular emphasigoreasing rigor, staffing more AP courses, and

retaining high performing students. With regard to the school improvement process, the HP schools were
observed as being farther along in the process in a number of dimensions. The HP school has benefitted
from a large external funding source in the recent past that provided technical assistance; the LP school has
only recently been awarded with more staffing to

Comprehensive formative assessment practices are raghisdfiools. Of all the high schools interviewed

in this study, the HP schools were by far the most advanced with regard to a systematic approach to
ensuring student achievement. The HP schools use the same grading program and learning targets. In
almost eery answer given with regard to alignment and assessment, the LP school listed activities (usually
teacherspecific), while the HP schools talked about frameworks and the ongoing improvement,process
and they were already aligning assessments to the CofdorerStandards. The HP schools also put
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emphasis on students being agents in understanding their assessment data and figuring out how to improve.
The HPstaff wasmore critical of their current assessment practices: the balance between meeting as small
schools and meeting in building content areas; the fact that teachers need encouragement to share student
work in their PLC groupsand thateachers still need to improve with respect to how they use data. At the

LP school, staff noted that they havetoamma i ni t i at i ves, ewhoifc hwhiastu fw eolcraet e
d o Thay noted that it is easy to lose track of students when they focus on changes.

With regard to teacher collaboration, both the LP school and the HP schools noted how difficuls this wa
because of insufficient time and money. The best collaboration was often serendipitous and informal.
However, in the recent past the HP staff had had a tremendous amount-ffiggadttime to develop
professionally and personally with each other angtealuce important work products like common
assessments and group agreements with regard to work samples. This foundational work appears to make
the HP schools better able to use the time they do find to collaborate, with established norms, meeting
protomls, and a continuous improvement orientation.

Survey Data

The Best Practices Panel conducted two rounds of surveys between December of 2011 and May 31 of

2012, one for all teachers in Oregon and the secortddohers in thematched pair schools. Th&o

surveys were nearly identical and included questions designed to collect information from teachers about

their involvement in activities associated with the practice of combining formative assessment and
professional teacher collaborationinasysttmoc ont i nuous i mprovement . The
|l iterature and research review point eddalstudentt hi s pr
growth resultingn moreequitable learning outcomes for all students.

The Best Practices Pdnesed the following definitions for teacher collaboration and formative assessment
for both rounds of the survey:

Teacher collaborationi Teachers working cooperatively together to continuously improve their
professional practice and the learning outcanoé their students through an analysis of student data and
the effectiveness of targeted interventions.

Formative Assessment Classroombased assessments providing timely information about student

learning that is used to adjust instruction to improvelsd e nt s & achi evement of i nt e
objectives/ out comes. Some examples of formative
class period, use of fAred/ greend (stop/ go) cards,

and ore- minute essays.

In the first round3,072 Oregon teache respondedndin the second roun@87respondedOf the 3359
respondents, 659 were eliminated frra analysis of survey resuliscause they: 1) did not answer
survey questions beyond the fiteo; 2) didnot identify their schoolpr 3) identified a school not on the
survey list of schools. Alsauplicate records were eliminated & respondentsho responded in both
roundsof the survey.

The remainin@®,679 respondentomprisel0.8% of the total number of actiié-12 classroom teachers in
Oregonand represent ovetr300 schools throughotite StateThe distribution of respondents across
school level is shown belowhe distribution is very similar to the distribution of students aditss
school levels, so each school level is repregkint proportion to the students it serves.
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Exhibit 5: Distribution of Respondents by Level

% of Respondents by

Level
Level of School
Elementary School 44%
Middle School 23%
High School 29%
Combined School&-8, K-12) 4%

Statewide Teacher Survey Results

The general results from the Statewide Teacher Survey are summarized below (see Appendix A for more
detail). Findings from this survey include the amount of time teachers througadtath reported

spending in activities associated with professional collaboration and formative assessment. Significant
progress has been made in the implementation of all activities, and activities(s) that are reported to have the
highest implementatiorates are highlighted in Exhibit 6 below:
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Exhibit 6: Al Teacher Survey Results

Best Practices Survey Questions for All Teachers Statewide
% of All Teachers whc

(Listed in the order they appeared on the survey) reported engaging in
this Activity
3. @llaborate with others on curriculum choices? 65.4%

4.a Analyze student evidence from classroom assessments with colleagues 30 minutes or more per wee 59.6%

4.b Analyze student evidence from common benchmark assessments with colleagues 30 minutes mermo
week?

52.5%
4.c Analyze student evidence from state assessments with colleagues 30 minutes or more per week? 31.4%

4.d Identify and implement changes in instructional practice with colleagues 30 minutes or more per wee 68.3%

4.e Reflect on ancefine changes in instructional practice with colleagues 30 minutes or more per week? 64.6%

5.a Have a late start or early release schedule for teacher collaboration? 30%

6. Set goals for improving student achievement when collaborating w/colleaguebyusualways? 55.3%
7.a Share learning objectives in student friendly language at least monthly with students? 97.5%
7.b Use formative assessment techniques at least monthly? 95.4%

7.c Provide students at least monthly (or more) feedback about theiogress in meeting learning

. 94.7%
objective/standards? °
7.d Use targeted instructional practices at least monthly to address specific learning needs of individuals 97 1%

o 0
small groups of students?
7.e Provide feedback to parents at least monthly on thgrée to which their child has mastered a specific
i i i ?
learning objective/standard? 50 1%

These results are remarkable in that they reveal a fairly high level of implementation of activities associated
with formative assessment and professional teachiaboohtion even in the face of reduced funding to

school s. This helps explain why the Stateds OAKS
provide critical information about activities that provide the most leverage for instructionavienpent

and thecost of bringingto scalethebei gh | ever age practices -22hroughout
schools

Teacher Surveys Round 2

The general results from the Matched Pair survey data are summarized in Exhibit 7 below (see Appendix
for more detail) The second round of the surveys was administerezhtihers ira smaller subset of
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Exhibit 7: Matc hed Pair Survey Results

Quality Education Commission Report 2

012

Best Practice Survey Questions for Matched Pairs (listed in the order they
appeared on the survey)

3: Collaborate with others on curriculum choices?

4.a: Analyze student evidence from classroom assessments with colleagues 3
minutesor more per week?

4.b: Analyze student evidence from common benchmark assessments 30 min
or more per week with colleagues?

4.c: Analyze student &lence from state assessments Blinutes or more per
week with colleagues?

4.d: Identify and implement changes in instructional practice 30 minutes or mc
per week with colleagues?

4.e: Reflect on and refine changes in instructional practice 30 minutes or more
week with colleagues?

5.a: Have a late start or early release schedule for teacher collaboration?

6: Set goals for improving student achievement usually or always when
collaborating w/colleagues?

7.a: Share learning objectives in student friendhglzage at least monthly with
students?

7.b: Use formative assesent techniques at least weeldy

7.c: Provide students feedback about their progress in meeting learning
targets/standards on a daily ba8is

7.d: Usdargeted instrucional practices at least weelly address specific
learning needs?

7.e: Rovide feedback at leasteeklyto parents on the degree to which their chilc
has mastered a specific learning objective/standard?

% of Teachers from

higher performing
schools who repaed

54.2%

52.0%

59.2%

40.7%

51.%%

47.%%

25.0%

57.1%

98.8%

88.0%

31.3%

87.%%

26.8%

% of Teachers from

lower performing
schools who repaed
engaging in this activity engaging in this activity

69.1%

52.4%

65.3%

25.%%

49. %

51.2%

34.0%

44.0%

97.2%

87.6%

22.8%

79.3%

18.8%
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matchedpairs c hool s. While the differences in responses
and Aperforming | ower than predictedd schools in
arethesamecat i vi ti es that the Panel 6s best practice anc
improving student achievement:

Analyze student evidence from state assessments with colldagaéteast 60 minutes per week
Set goals for improving student aehément when collaborating with colleagues.

Use formative assesent technigues at least weekly

Use targetd instructional practices at least weetklyaddress specific learning needs.

Provide feedback to students on their progress on a daily basis.

Provide feedback at leasteeklyto parents on the degree to which their child has mastered a
specific learning objective/standard.

= =4 =4 4 -4 =4

Site interviews of teachers in higher and lower performing schools revealegpékiic collaborative
activities in these sclats appeato be different, with the higperforming schools tending to focus more on
the analysis of student OAKS test data and setting student achievemenhgodid the lowperforming
schools This result suggests a nedn depthstudy into the fornand function of teacher collaborative time
in Oregon is neded to identify the detailed practices that are most effective.

Anotherfinding involvesthe feedback teachers report giving to students and pamdmith suggests the
higher performing schoolgport more frequentlylhis result is also consistentth school interview
comments from teachers in higher performing schools wdre ¥he most likely to seek betteporting
technobgy that they could use to report information about student proficlemels andacademic
progress tgarents, studentand other teachers.

The Cost Panel Report

Neachtwey ear round of t he COominis £€ssiPandipdatesitioeQlality t h e

Education Model 6s cost c ahbhwaiabdleandifocecasts haw dodts wil h e mo s
change over time.He paneblsoi ncor porates into the QEMés cost cal
requirements that the full Quality Education Commissionaddpts. t he 2012 round of th
work, theCost Panel also analyzéte academic progress of intact cohorts of students as they progressed
through the gradedt evaluaté that progress in relationship to district allocation of resources to individual
schools to see if gortheb u ok §gr b UTaaresglte df thanhevaluationdrea n
discussed later in this section.

Data Update

The Cost Panel updates all of the model 6s data anc
For this round of the Commission, the shoecent expenditure data comes from school district and

education service district (ESD) audited fio&l statements for the 201Q school year. Similarly, the

latest data for wages and salaries, from Department of Educatiecallections, are fol020-11.

Enroliment data and student demographic data, because they are collected earlier than the fiaancial dat

are available for the 201112 school year.
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One specific and important change to the data reported in the 2012 version of the modéb relpbesng

of expenditures for the Public Etogees Retiremerfystem (PERS). Many Oregon school districts issued

bonds as a way to reduce the burden of rising PERS contribution rates for employers. The proceeds from

the bondgthe sec a | | e d ofusitakednyestedowith other PERS assaid the earnirgpon the
invested bond proceeds are us e @ inteftect,bbgjihgalopexry t he d
employercontribution rateFor the districts that issugldese bonds, the earnings the side accounts have
generallybeen higher than the debt service requirementleimonds, improving the financial position of

the districts.

The QEM uses the full PERS rate in its calculation of the costs of-tt#ed¢stem, but in the past did not
include the side account earnings as a revenue sdirisgmst practice is inconsisténthe side account
earnings should be included either as a revenue source or as a reduction in the effective PERS rate. To
correct this inconsistency, startingth the 2012 version of the QEM, we include side account earnings as a
revenue source. Ftine 201315 biennium, side account revenue is forecast to be approxirfiety

million.

Resource Allocation and Student Achievement

Thedecline in state and local rewge from the current economic downturn has left Oregon scinibls

per student revenue more than 9% below theguession level in 20008 and almost 20% below the

level the Quality Education Camission recommend$Vith the expectation of relatively slorevenue

growth for the nextwo or three bienniathere is increased attention on improving the efficiency in the use

of existing school resources. As a first step in better understanding how Oregon school districts currently

use their resources, tliimd Panelevaluated how districts allocate resources across schools and how that
allocation impacts the path of student learning as students progress through theTgresdegluation is

just one part of a more comprehensive analysis of education resserti®at needs to be daneorderfor
policymakers and educatdsmake decisionsthagtet t he most out of. Oregonds

Education is a cumulative process, with certain knowledge and skills thebenoesteretdefore more

advanced andomplexconcepts can be learned. In additittvere are limits on how much students can

learn over a given period of time, both because of time constrainteaadse of the timingf cognitive
devdopment as children grow hese two factors meanthdts c hool di stricts -are to
for-theirbuck 0 they mustake into account these aspects of learning when making decisions about how to
allocate resources to schools and to grades. Spending too much when students are in the early grades
meanghose resources are not availaiolethelatergrades when the inament of learning per dollanay

be larger. Conversely, spending too little in the early grades means students are not prepared for the more
complex concepts they will encounter in tater grades.

These trad®ffs between spending in the early grades versus spending in the later goasdtisat there

may exist an alternativalocation of spendingwer the grades that can incresflsecumulative learning

that students attain dag their time in schoollThep r i mary f ocus f or Cdastiamel 2012 Cc
was to evaluate the impact that resource allocations across schools has orashielesmtnent as students
advancehrough the gradetdeally the analysis would includike enire educational contiumd Pre

kindemarten throgh higher educatio® but Oregon currently does not have sufficient data for thekPre

and higher education years to perform such an analybis.( mmi s sanatysisptherefore, focuses on

K-12 but recogrzies that future analyses must incorporatedPamd higher educatiorData collection

efforts that are already underway will provide the required data to do those analyses in the near future.

The analysislescribed hereombines studerdevel academic grformance data and demographic
information with school level financial data to evaluate whether the allocation of resources across
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elementary, middle, and high schools has an impact on the highest level of achievement students are able to
attain in high shoolfor a given level of resourceSpecifically, we followintactcohorts of students

through the grades, tracking the level of spending in elementary, middle, and high schools they attend and
correlating that with their scores on the Oregon Assessmént Knowl edge and Skill s (
standardized academic achievement test. We use multiple regression analysis to determine whether there
are statistically significant relationships between spending and achievement, and we use those relationships
to evaluate whether different spending patsesicross schools aassociated with higher levels of student
achievement in high school.

The model estimates current year student achievem
current year spenaig for each grade for which Oregon administers the OAR® model also includes
variables forschool sizeand student attendance rates. The variables used are described below.

Student achievement:T he st udent 6s raw scor e IbstordJhe OAKS t e
Prior year student achievementT he st udent 6s RIT score in the pri
Instructional expenditures per student: The average spending for instructional purposes at the

school the student attends.

School emoliment: The number of students enrolled on October 1 at the school the student attends.
Attendance rate: The percentage of total days that the student was present at school.

The equation to be estimated is shown below, with the expenditure and enteimables expressed in
logarithmic form to account for ndimear effects. The enrollment variable also enters in quadratic form
(by entering a second time asquared term) to account for possible diseconomies of scale in very large
schools.

studentachievementa +b*prior yearstudent achievement ¢* In(instructional expendper studen)
+d*In(school enrollment) €*In(school enroliment} + f*attendance rate

Wherea, b, ¢, d, gandf are thecoefficientsto be estimated. Thkecoefficientsrepresent thestimated
impacts of the factors on current year student achievement.

The two factors of primary intes® onesthat can be inflanced by school district resource allocation
decision® areprior year student achievememdinstructionalexpenmlitures per studenbistricts could

for example, choose to increase funding for elementary sqlastisipatingthat better student
performance there will carry over and indirectly increase performance in middle school and then high
school. Alternaively, districts couldncrease funding in higbchoolsforegoing the indirect impactd o
added funding in elementary schaqdiat gaining direct impacts on student i@slement of the increased
high school spending

The goal is to allocate resources inaywhat gets students to the highest level of achievement by the time
they finish high school (given that this analysis is limitedk-12). This requirebalancing the indirect

impacts orlaterachievement thatddedresources have in the early gradedraidhe more direct impacts
thatmoreresources have in the later gradBsit because the impacts sififting greater resources the

earlier grades caiade over timde.g., during the summer months when school is not in sesa®n)

general rule thénpacts in the early grades need to be larger than those in later grades in order to have the
same eventual impaoth achievemerdt the high school level.
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Evaluated this way, the decision rule for allocatbnesources is straightforward: allocaésources
across schools (and across grades withioals) so thagventual impact on high school achievement is
equalized across all possible allocation options. While this may sound quite technical, it boite down
something quite intuitive: add raswges in the schools and grades where you get the mosftdraymur-
buck, where banfpr-your-buck is defined as the eventual impact on your desired ouécdigd school
achievement/graduation.

Estimation Results

Usingstudent test scordm the Oregn Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (OAKS) for math and
reading, we followed intactcohorts of students through the grades and estitiaeoefficiens in the
equation aboveOAKS results for the 20067 school year are unreliable because the statéoneesd to
switch from the online testing system to pencil/paper tests in the middle of the year. We could not,
therefore estimategparameters for 20067 or 200708 (because the 20@B equationuses 20007 tes
scores as one of its input¥he estimagd mathand readingoefficients averaged across the 10 cohorts
and all year$or which we have datare shownn Exhibit 8

Exhibit 8 : Resource Allocation Model Estimation Results
Average Instructional Average Prior Year

Spending Coefficients | Achievenent Coefficients
Math Reading Math Reading

4th Grade 1.0975 0.0976 0.7518 0.7069

5th grade -0.0367 -0.2846 0.7406 0.6956

6th Grade 0.3832 0.0949 0.8298 0.7944

7th Grade 0.4493 0.7112 0.7568 0.8105

8th Grade -0.0387 -0.1543 0.8733 0.7077

10th Grade 0.1886 -0.2562 0.6633 0.7168

While the coefficients vary somewhat over different cohorts of students, for the math equations the results
show, on average, that the direct impact of added resources on student achievementiisgrayest, 6,

and7. This suggests that studenathachievement can be improved by adding relatively more resources

to thelate elementaryandmiddle school level as more resources become avail&olereading, the impact

of adding more resources is largest ia #i grade.

The coefficients on the prigrear achievement variable are considerably lower than 1.0, suggesting that
knowledge and learning is only partially carried over from one grade to the next. This finding is consistent
with the fact that many stlents have limited opportunities for academic learning over the sumomegns
whenschool is not in session.

The esimation results indicate sizealléferences in the relative basfigr-the-buck of adding resources in
different grades. Faexample, theventuaimpact onl0" grademath test scores of increasing spending in

the 6" grade is more than twias large as the impact of an equivalent increase in spending inf'the 10
grade.In other words, enough of tiehievemengain from adding more resmes in the 8 carries

through to the 10grade to make it greater than the gain from adding the same amount of resources directly
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in the 10th gradeFor reading, the impact of adding resources in thgrdde is considerably larger than in
any other gade.

The estimated magnitude of the achievement gains are, however, lekatiedl. As an example, the
addition of$500 per student time 6™ grade will increase high school test scores by about 0.05 RIT points.
In contrast, the addition of $500 petudent in the 10grade will increase scores only about .02 RIT points.
This analysis assumes an increase in spending fetudkents.If the spending were insteddrgetedo

students with specific needbe added resources per gtatiserved woulthe largeryresulting in larger
impacts on achievement for those students.

Conclusions

While far from conclusivgethis analysisdds to our uterstanding ohow resources cabestbe used to

promote higher achievement, and it gisovides a good beginrgrin our efforsto better understand the
question of how resources affect the cumulative learning of students as they progress through the grades.
Our results do not find large impadsit they do provide some guidance about where to spend additional
resources when they become available. Adding resources in tlyeaedriniddle grades appears ®rhore
productive in reaching higher levels of achievement than does adding resources in the high school grades.

Because circumstances vary from districtigiritt, however, the primary lesson of this analysis is that
school districts should take a careful look at their methods for allocating resources to individual schools.
Districts may be able to raise student achievement by allocating resources bamedores of student

need and student outcomes as they progress through the grades rather than on simple formulas based
primarily on student to staff ratios.

Finally, it is important to note that this analysis only looks dtZXand even within KL2 cannbevaluate

the earliest grades (kindergarten to graylbecause of the lack of achievement data for those grades. A
more comprehensive and useful analysis would look across the entire educational spectrum from pre
kindergarten through higher educatidPrevious research, for ample, suggests a large paytafthigh
quality prekindergarten program, particularly for economically disadvantaged students.

The State of School Funding in Oregon

he Quality Education Commissidns s e ¢ o n d igtecplaulatethe dippropgage level of

funding t o e n s-liZreducatiodm aystemOneetsyte qudlity go#ls. In this way, the QEM
illustrates how educational spending is linked to student performance and how resource levels impact
overall achievementFormore thartwo decades, though, Oregon has been forced to reconcile ambitious
educational goals with resource limitations.

Ballot Measure 1passed by Oregon voters in November 280dghtto increase education funding levels

in Oregon. Stillthe state continues to struggle with budgetary shortfalls and education funding levels
generally regarded as inadequdtee recession following the housing market crash in 2008 left Oregon

with multi-billion dollar budget shortfalls, and recovery frone tlecession has beslow. In each of its
constitutionally mandateleasure Yeportsthe Legislature has acknowledged that the level of state
resources devoted to-K2 education has been insufficient to meet the quality education goals established in
Oregon law. Specifically, the legislative reports cite the following factors:
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9 Declines in local resources available for schools due to cuts in property taxes required by Ballot
Measure 5 (1990) and Ballot Measure 50 (1997)

i State revenue declines regudt from the economic recessions

1 New federal mandates not accompanied by sufficient federal funding

1 Large increases in required contribution rates to the Public Employees Retirement System (PERS)
1 Rapid growth in health insurance premiums paid by school dsstrict

9 Higher transportation costs faced by school districts due to increases in fuel prices

Trends in School Funding

Understanding the state of school fundingdregon today requires an understandihtheproperty tax
limitation measures passed in the 19®allot Measure 5, passed in 1980t school property taxes
dramatically by capping the school property taterat $5 per $1,000 ofiarket value.Despite the reduced
rates (which were phaséa from 199192 to 199596), rapidly growing real estat@arket values in the
early andmid-1990s caused property tax bills to continue to grow, and in res@negon voters passed
Measure 50 i1997, further cutting mperty taxes. As a result, thenaunt of fundingor schools has been
decreasing in inflatioradjusted dollars.

Prior to the passage of Measures 5 and 50, school district and education service district combined property
tax rates in Oregoaveraged $16.53 per $1,000nhudirket value. For the 20412 tax year, they averaged
$4.09per $1,000 of m&ket value, a tax rate cut of fercent since 19991. As a result of the dramatic

decline in local property tax funding available for schools, more responsibility shifted to the state, with state
general fund dollars becoming the primary source of fundin@fegon schools.

Exhibit 9 : Total School district Operating Revenue
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* Estimate based onlegislative appropriation
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growth in the 1990s, state revendeclined substantially in 20@Bd again in 2008 with the onset of
economic recessions. With less financial support from the state and a limited ability to raise local property
tax revemes, Oregon school districdsll had b balance their budgets; in margses thilasmeant cutting

staffing levels and shoméing the school year.

K-12 total operating revenue has generally increasedtioveiin nominal dollars (not adjusted for

inflation), but education costs have risen considerably fdsarhave consuer prices (as measured by the

Consumer Price IndexT.hese rising costs, along with growing enrollments @rahging demographics

mean that inflatioradjusted revenue available@x e gon 6 s

s ¢ h o o | d cdnsidetablyi ocet s

the past twalecades. Exhibit 10 shows that inflatioradjusted-evenue per student fétbm $,019in

199091 to an estimated $4,558 201011, a decline of 9.3%

Exhibit 10 : Inflation -Adjust ed Revenue per Student
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The Funding Gap
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For the 2013L5 biennium, the Quality Education Model estimates that state fuldi$®, 75 billion is

necessary toreachteet at e 6 s

goabk IGven the Gurent Service Level estimate (the amount

requiral to fund the same level of services provided in the prior biennium), a funding gag4bififhn
will remain if the Legislature adopts the Current Service Level for th8-26 biennium, as showin

Exhibit 11
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Exhibit 11 : State Portion of K -12 Educ ation Funding

State Portion of K-12 Education Funding (Billions of Dollai
2013-15

Biennium
Current Service Level* $6.32
Fully-Funded Quality Education Model $8.76
Funding Gap $2.44

* Funding required to maintain level of services provided in 2011-13.

The Or e gon Leengistesthilare taappropriate adequate state funding for the public education
systemmeans this funding gap has been growing over tkad=xhibit 12 shows the funding gap

narrowed tds1.64 billion in 200709, down from $1.79 billion in 20067. However, the gap widened

again in 200911 andreached 8.21billion in 201113.If the legislature funds schools in 2018 at the

Current Service Level, the gap is projected to increase 4d $#llion. Governor Kitzhaber has indicated

his intent to reverse the trend of a declining share of the state budget being directed to education, but given
weak revenue fr omiti©unaegrdowdmsich progeessiimelosingtie funding gapbe

madein the 201315 biennium.

Exhibit 12 : History of = Oregon School Funding Gap
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A strategy to eliminate the funding gap must be based on two components: increased levels of funding
available to schoolandincreased efficiency in educationalsee delivery. For more than a decade,

education funding per student provided by the state has not kept up with educational cost increases, which
have risen faster than commonly used measures of inflation like the Consumer Price Index. Further,
Oregon ha experienced substantial growth in its population of students with special needs. Although the
share of students meeting state academic standards has continued to increase under these circumstances, the
rate of achievement growthssowing signs oflowing. Unless the state can provide additional ueses

and districts can improvie effectiveness with which they use resourpesgress in student achievement

is unlikely to continue. Particularly in a period of economic downturn and higher acasti@naiards,

Or e g o n éesm chaflemge is to get more out of the education dollars it currently has, and-tsrlong
challenge is to increase the level of resources devotediization

Or e g ednadat®mn reforms have the potential to increase timerfty of education delivery in Oregon in
three prmary ways: first, by reducingdministrativeredundancies through the integration of-pre
kindergarten, K12, and possecondary programssecond, bymprovingcoordinationand alignment of
programs acrasthe education continuum, particularly at kéydentrransition points; and third, by

creating incentives in funding systems that promote more efficient use of resources by schools and more
efficient use of time by student®Vhile all three of these refms can help Oregon get more from each
education dollar, the magnitude of those gains will not be sufficient to get Oregon to its educational goals.
Without higher funding, Oregon will almost certainly fail to meet those goals.

The State of Student Achi evement in Oregon

regon has set very high academic goals fadtmols andtudentsSchools are called on to provide a
world-class edud#aon, while students must demonstrate the essential knowledge and skills needed to
fulfill their potential in advaced learning, work, and citizenship. Because the results of state standardized
assessments are a commonly used and relatively consistent measure of student performance, the Quality
Education Commission utilizes them to understand trends in studeetezoent over time. The
Commission does recognize, howevtbat standardized assessments are just one measure, and no single
measure can adequately reflect all dimensions of student learning and achiewfittenénewed
attention being paid to graduationat es nat i onal Irecentlyadapted 420-20keduCatioa g o n 6 s
goals requiring dramatic increases in graduation rategeattention tograduation rate trendsd the
factors thatnfluence student decisions to drop out of school clearly areedeed

Asinpriorreportsiti s year ds report includes statewide dat a
Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (OAKS) tests forirgpdnath, and scienc®AKS tests for reading

and math aredministered in grades8and hidp school Scientific inquiry isassessed in grades 5, 8, and

high schoof. Writing tests were given in grades 4, 7, and high school, but'thed4?" grade tests were

eliminated in 20089 due to budget cutsThis report also presents information abihe high school

graduation rate, including the recently released cohadugition rate for the years for which it has been

calculated.

! Starting in 201611, the high school tests were administered to most studethis 1" grade. In prior years, it was
administered in the f0grade. In the graphs presented below, the {yéar scores have been adjusted to be
comparable to the grade scores for 20101
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Exhibit 13 : Percent Meeting Math Standard
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Exhibit 14 : Percent Meeting Reading Standard
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Exhibit 15 : Percent Meeti ng Math Standard by Subgroup 2010 11
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Exhibit 16 : Percent Meeting Reading Standard by Subgroup 2010 11
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Exhibit 17: Percent Meeting Science Standard
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Exhibit 1 8: Percent Meeting Writing Standard
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Until 200809, Oregon only calculated graduation saising the formula developed by the National Center

for Education Statistics (NCES). This formula was approved by the U.S. Department of Education for
calculating Adequate Yearly Progrggs/P) under NCLB. AsExhibit1®9 | | ustrates, Oregon
rate showed steady improvement from 1:987until 200203. Although improvement leveled off from

200203 until 200607, the graduation rate increased for the following two school years, reaching a new

high of 85% in 20089.

In 200809 theOregon Depanhent of Educatiostartedcalculating acohortgraduation ratealso shown in
Exhibit 19. The cohort graduation rate tracks groups of students beginning ifi ¢ad® to provide a
more accurate picture of student outcomes after fousyddrigh scholo Students takingpnger than four
years to graduatas well as those receivirgmodified diplomaa GED, anadult high school diploma, or
analternative certificate arsonsidered nograduates in thig-yearcohort method.It is importantto note
that the lower level of the cohort rgi@&6 percent compared to tNEES rate of 85 percen@flects
primarily the changén the method of calculation, ha dramatic decline in the numb#rstudents
graduating from high school.

Exhibit 19 : Oregon Gradua tion Rates
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Conclusions

1 Oregon has made strides toward raising student achievement and closing the achievement gap.
However, it is undeni abl e t htyetdfullgcaehietea it h ec an dit teidasr
ambitious goal o&ssuringhatall students graduate from high scho@his goal will not be achieved
unlessall schools and districts utilize education besictices accountability structuresnd incentives
are in place to promotfficient resource use; and state, local, and fedendlifigd the resources
needed to sustain improvemérdre adequate and stable.
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1 The proportion of Oregon students who meet or exceed benchmark standards in math and reading
continues to increagespite a consistent downward trend in inflatmfjusted resoussavailableto
school districts Assessment results show that math performance if‘thr38' grades decreased for
the first time in many years in 2004, but rebounded the following yeaihe percentage of botf'8
and 10' graders meeting thease standard rose in 2008. The percent of students meeting the state
reading standard for'58", and 18' grade increased in 20@®. Except for a minor decrease in the
most recent round of assessmenfsgidereading performance has been gadjimproving since
200304. In general, the elementary grades have exhibited greater and more consistent growth in the
proportion of students neéing state benchmarksnprovementhas been less consistent for middle and
high school students.

9 Predictons about the impact of fully funding thé=® suggest that the goaf getting all students to
graduate from high schoolvgthin reach. However,without increased funding levels and continued
improvement in educational practices, there is atgteal ¢ uncertainty about whether or not this goal
will be achieved by the 2025 target date.

9 Predictions about future levels of student achievement are based on the assumption that additional
funding will be supplied for schoglandthat educationgbracticeghat are aligned with the Quality
Indicators will be adopted by Oregon schools. Because neither increased funding nor best practices
alone can be expected to significantly boost student achievement, effecting positive change during a
time of economic uneginty is a daunting task.

1 Applying best practices and investing resources in all gradé®, Kill promote student achievement
of Oregonbés high standar dewewemasd thaanalysigof resbuocena r eq u i
allocation in this report gigests, adding resources proportionally to all grade levels may not be the best
approach. Adding more resources in the grades wherelsdwet the most bargr-their-buck makes
more sense. As the analysis indicates, relatively more resourceddtelementary andiddle
school grades, at least for math, has the potential to improve high school test scores and, by extension,
graduation rates.

9 Disparities in student achievement continue to exist for certain segments of the student population;
studen$ of minority ethnic and cultural backgrounds, students with disabilities, those who have limited
English proficiencyand economically disadvantaged students continue to exhibit p@rermance
on state assessmeatsd lower graduation rateg\s thesesegments of the student population continue
to grow, it is increasingly important to invest in the targeted resources and strategies suggested by the
Quality Education Model in an effort to close the achievement gap.

Quality Education Model Impact Analys IS
and Student Performance Expectations

ithout dramatic increases in the productivity of educational inputs §pfinteachers)0r e go-n6s K
12 school systerwill need additional resourcésstudent peiormance igo continue improving.In

2|n 200607 most Oregon students were assesseduging@ er and penci |l testhasbdecause t
testing system was shut down. Because of the differeimdasethod, the scores for 2008 are not comparable to
other years.
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this sectim we estimatdoth the level of resources required to fully fund the Quality Education Model and
the impact this level of funding is expected to have on student achievement in the coming years.

Quality Education Model Estimates for the 2013 -15 Biennium

Prior to the beginning of each legislative session, the Commission updates the Quality Education Model to
include the most recent data available. The Commission also reviews the assumptions in the model to
ensure that they are consistent with current reseg®nce the updates are complete, the Commission uses
the model to estimate the | evel of funding requir
law.

As in past Commission reports, the Cost Panel reviewed the technical aspects of tyeEQuedition

Model this year. I n general, the panel 6s respons
as a tool to support policy decisions regarding school funding in Oregon. In order to do this, the panel
updated the model witthe matrecent data available aneffined the cost estimates so they are as accurate

as possible. The data usedtirs report are from the 20410l and 201412 school years, including

expenditures by category, wagasd salaries afchool personnetetirement gstem and health care costs,

and class sizeThe cost Panel alsmlibrated the model so thiats consistent with current spending in

Oregon schools and with the Current Service Level amount estimated by the School Rexerast Fo

Committee for the 2@15 biennium. The Current Service Lesglenario represents the starting point for
evaluating policy proposals witthe model.

The most current data available for use in the model inchieschool districand education service

district (ESD)auditedfinancial information available through the Database Initiative Project (DBI),

enrollment and other student data from the Oregon Department of Education, and economic and price data
from the Office of Economic Analysis (Oregon Department of Administrakveices).

Exhibit 20provides estimates of the resources needed to fully fund the Quality Education Model in the
201315 biennium. To allow for comparison, it also shows the estimated level of funding required to
provide the same level of educati@nsdces provided in 20113 (the Current Service Level). As the table
shows, the Fully Funded Quality Education Model for 20%3vould require $2.43 billion above the
Current Service Level funding amount.
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Exhibit 20 : Quality Educat  ion Model Impact Anal ysis
Current Service Level Funding Compared to Full Funding of the QEM
Current Fully Funded
Service Level Policy Percent
Scenario Scenario Funding Gap | Difference
Estimated District Operating Expenditures for 2a43 | $5,865,532,89 ( $6,961,872,06¢ $1,096,339,237 18.7%
Estimated District Operating Expenditures for 2d®54 | $6,067,288,551] $7,200,846,854 $1,133,558,301 18.7%
201315 Biennium Total $11,932,821,38(0 $14,162,718,914 $2,229,897,538 18.7%
Plus: 201315 ESD Expenditures $845,981,143  $995,223,815 $149,242,671 17.6%
Plus: HighCost Disabilities Fund $36,000,000 $96,000,000 $60,000,000 166.7%
Equals: Total 201-35 Funding Requirement $12,814,802,523 $15,253,942,733 $2,439,140209 19.0%
Less: Local Revenue not in Formula* $883,089,131 $883,089,131 $0 0.0%
Less: Federal Revenue To School Districts and ESI] $1,489,611,221] $1,489,611,221 $0 0.0%
Less: Food Service Enterprise Revenue $106,822,049  $106,822,049 $0 0.0%
Less: PERS side Account Earnings $444,771,344 $444,771,344 $0 0.0%
Equals: Total Formula Funding Requirement $9,890,508,779 $12,329,648,987 $2,439,140,209 24.7%
Less: Property Taxes and other Local Resources $3,574,677,504 $3,574,677,506 $0 0.0%
Equals: 20135 State Funding Requirement $6,315,831,274 $8,754,971,481 $2,439,140,209 38.6%

* Local option taxes, fees, and donations.

Student Performance Expectations:
and Fully Funded Scen arios

Current Service Level

The Quality Education Model allowslicymakers to examine the relationships amedygcation policy,
finances, and expected student performance. The following graphs show estimates of student achievement

outcomes, measured as the percentage ofrgtidesetingr exceeding h e

stateds

reading and nthematics, for both the Current Service Level of funding and thefiutiged Quality
Education Model. The continued improvement in student achievement even at the Current Saelice L
of funding is based on the assumption thatitif@groved productivity that we have observed in Oregon
schools over the past two decades will continue, although at a diminishetheataore rapid rate of

i mprovement

f or ec as tfundihg istbésed orii thelatiohshigbEtMaen funding ard

benchmar

of

student performance that we observe across Oregon school districts and on the assumption that the higher
level of funding of theQEM provides the wherewithal to school districts to more rapidlyempht best

practices.
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Exhibit 22 : 5% Grade Reading Achievement Forecast
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Exhibit 23 : 8t Grade Reading Achievement Forecast
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Exhibit 24 : High School = Reading Achievement Forecast
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Startingin 2010-11, the high schooltest was givenin the 11th gracle ratherthan the 10th
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Exhibit 27 : 8t Grade Math Achievement Forecast
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Exhibit 28 : High school @ Math Achievement Forecast
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Alternative Strategies for Implementing
the Quality Education Mo del

he Quality Educ a tprinarytodiifordietdrminnggher&spuecgsaaruirad taeet

the stateds educ@Qualiy&duaation fade ¢éssmatestite eeveloDrds@urces that
will be needed to prepare aludents to meehte s hesvigraddiaion standards set out in the Oregon
Diplomaand to put Oregon on the path to meet thd@Q@0goalt hat i s part of the gov
education reforms.

Giventhat current funding falls considerably short of the level the Cigsiam estimates is needed to meet
Oregonds actahdee nGocmngiosaslisonds focus has been on how
Focusing orpractices that will have the greatest positive impact on student achievement in thersiort

and developing aohgterm strategy for increasing the fling levels for Oregon schodadse necessarfpr

advancing education in Oregon.

Altern ative 1: Investin  Strategies  With the largest Impact

In any organization or systenmproved results depend on using best prastiand using those with the

greatest impact firstOne alternative téull implementation of the 201Quality Education Model is to

invest limited resources in strategies that have the most potentialganove Oregon students toward the

st at evementandgraduation standarddis proposal suggests the implementation of practices

which are most | ikely to assi st t heedugationa goalsand n u mb
providessuggestions for how to use school resourceg efbisiently and effectively.ldentifying and

adopting practices that have the greatest impact on student achievement becomes increasingly important in
the type of funding environment that Oregon now finds itself: one where state revenue is expeoted to g
relatively slowly for an extended period of time. In such an environment, a more efficient use of resources

is critical.

In 2010, the Commission proposed strategic goals for partial implementation of the Model that addressed
the entire K12 system.The reommendations included improving school teacher effectiveahemsgh
professional developmerttevelopingstrong district frameworks for the articulation of academic content
across grades, better alignment of coursework to state assesamdrgrviding targeted interventions for
Oregon studentsost atrisk of not meeting academic standards

Again this year, the Commi ssion recognizes that h
academic standards and graduation requirements will reéquésting in strategies that impact students at

all points on the K12 continuum.The Commi ssi on recommends that Oreg
with their efforts to implement the 2010 recommendations. In addition, based on the work of the Best
Pradices and Cost Panels in 2012, @emmission encourages school districtpiosuethe following

strategies

1 Invest in effective teachercollaboration time. Evaluation of practices of selected Oregon
schoolsbythe@€mmi ssi onds B ésidgestPhataddediteaches colRboraton time is
effective in raising student achievemérdgchool staff are supportive and engaged in the activity
and if it is implemented welStaff-initiated collaboration appears to be the most effective, even if
it is done informally.
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1 Promote the use of higkhquality formative assessments to improve instruction.The Best
Practices Panel also found thia¢ data generated by formative assessments can be useful in
improving instruction if teachers take the time to evalitatgth their colleagues and report what
they find regularly to students and parents.

9 Evaluate the allocation of resourcesvithin districts to get the mostimpact from district
resources Analysisby t he Co mmi anslsuggesisthat@ors res@®in thdate
elementary andiiddle grade¢4 through 8) can generate improvemeantstudent achievement
that carry over through high school, particularly in mathematics.

Alternative 2: Ten Year Phase 4n of the Quality Education
Model

Another alternatig to immediate introduction of all components of the Quality Education Model is to

gradually phase in its provisions and funding requirements over a longer period of time. Spreading these
changes out over ten years (five biennia) is particularly advaniage the current economic climate in

Oregon, as it allows the Legislature time to develop funding strategies that can provide stable resources for
education. Additionally, a more gradual influx of additional funding and introduction of new requirements

and practices will give school districts the time they might need to make adjustments and to learn how to

most effectively and efficiently utilize new resourc&overnor Kitzhaber has proposed that Oregon state
agencies develop 3kar budget plans asaay to promote a longdgerm perspective on how to best
provide public services. For the edustandingon sect o
recommendation for a 3gear phasén of full QEM funding isconsistentwith he gover-teroair 6 s | o1
budgeting strategy and is one example of how the mechanics of such a strategy might work.

Exhibit 29illustrates how the funding gap could be cthgeadually through a mubienniumapproach.

In this way, full QEM funding taking into account co$ncreases over tindecouldbe achieved by the

202123 biennium. This type of phade approach represents a realistic option for moving forward with
Oregondés education goals and the ideals of the Qu
changes to occur immediatelit. provides targets for each biennium when revenues grow slowly and a

basis for discipline when revenues grow quickly.

Additionally, the phasén approach provides opportunities for school districts to learn from suceeskes
failures as they integrate additional resources, best practices, and the new graduation standards. As such,
this alternative to full implementation of the QEM may actually help to foster efficient resource use at the
school and district levels.
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Exhibit 29 :Recommended 10 -Year Phase 4nof Full QEM Funding

SSF Required to Fully Phase-in QEM by 2021-23

Billions of Dollars

Current Required Total State

Service Percent of Funding School Fund
Biennium Level (CSL) GaptoClose  Above CSL Required
2013-15 $6.316 10% $0.579 $6.895
2015-17 15% $0.869 $7.764
2017-19 20% $1.159 $8.923
2019-21 25% $1.448 $10.371
2021-23 30% $1.738 $12.110

Recommendations

f current funding trends are allowed to continDeegon will not be able to meet its-40-20 education
goals The Quality Educatio@ommissio® s pr i mar y r e c thestataoapteatlyearn i s
funding strategy that will phase the full QEM funding leveby the 202123 biennium The schedd of
State School Fund requirements shown in Exhibit 29 above is an example of suchia ptratyy.

Based on the findings of the Best Practices and Cost Panels, the Commission also makes the following
recommendations:

91 Schools shouldnvest in effedve teacher collaboration timéhe most effective collaboration
time is initiated and supported by teachers and invae#sg specific goals for improving
student achievement.

91 Districts should ppmote the use of highuality formative assessments togirove instruction.
Such assessments are most effective when tesashare the results with students and parents
frequently.

91 Districts shouldake a fresh look at how they allocaésourcescross schoolsna across
grades within school3.0 get the met fromtheir resources, districts needaitocateresources
where theyhave the most positive impact omdént achievement

In addition the Commission continues to make the following recommendations from prior Commission
reports:

9 Provide more time fonew teacher induction and j@mbedded professional development.

9 Provide adequate resources and staff so that schools can offer Algebra aurggsgchool
credit in the 7 or 8" grade. Early introduction to Algebra concepts promotes higher actéerem
in high school.
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9 Include adequate classroom spaces, smaller class sizes, and early identification of struggling
students, and additional instruction time with licensed math teachers.

91 Allocate time and resources to districts to develop frameworks farticelation of math
programs for 4 grade through high school.

9 Develop a strategic focus on practices that build a solid academic foundation in the early grades.
91 Align the timing of student courgaking with the timing of state assessments.

9 Invest instrategies and allocate additional resources where they will have the greatest impact on
student performance. Time and leadership are priority investment targets.
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Appendix

BEST PRACTICES PANEL

ON-LINE SURVEY ROUND | AND ROUND Il REPORT TO THE COMMISSION

RESULTS AND FINDINGS:

Questions one and two of the survey asked teachers to identify their school and teaching responsibility. The
results and findings from questions three through seven foloWwrelude data from all three groups of

teachers administered the surveys: 1) teachers from schools performing higher than predicted; 2) teachers
from schools performing lower than predicted; and 3) ALL active classroom teachers in the State. The
compari®ns made among responses from all three groups of teachers enabled the QEC to identify the
specific survey questions about formative assessment and professional collaboration that appear to have the

most i mpact on high per ftoeffedtipositjve academicochange tomathein e r s 6 ¢
students.
Caveat: Al t hough the following findings are cons

research, it should be noted that limitations of the survey process included a low npatithredponse
rate and a reliance on teacher sedfported data. A deeper and more rigorous investigation is
recommended to determine the validity of the results presented in this document.

57



www.ode.state.or.us

Survey Question #3:

Quality Education Commission Report 2

012

3. Finding: 65.4% of statewide resmients reported they collaborate with others on curriculum
choices. Teachers from schools performing lower than predicted report they collaborate on
curriculum more often than schools performing higher than predicted:

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

3. When you choose the curriculum for your classroom, do you usually work alone or

collaborate with others?

All Teachers

Higher Performing Lower Performing

B collaborate with others W work alone
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Question #4:

4.a Finding: 59.6% of statewide respondents reported they analyze classroom assessments with
colleagues, with 30 minutes per week being the most frequently reported amount of time spent in this

activity. Schools performing lower than predicted reported thewloothte slightly more than schools
performing higher than predicted:

4a, Analyzing student evidence from classroom assessments with colleagues

100.0%
80.0%

60.0% ® 60 min/week or more

B 30 min/week
40.0%

B None

20.0%

0.0%

Higher Performing
Lower Performing
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4.b Finding: 52.5% of statewide respondents reported they analyze student evidence from common
benchmark assessments with colleagues with 30 minutes per week being the mosiacooumbof

time spent in this activity. The schools performing higher than predicted spent less time in this activity:

4h, Analyzing student evidence from common benchmark assessments with colleagues
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

m 60 min/week or more
B 30 min/week

B None

Higher Performing
Lower Performing
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4.c Finding: 31.4% of statewide respondents report they analyze evidence from State assessments with
colleagues 30 minutes or morerpweek. The teachers in schools performing higher than predicted

spent more time in this activity than those in lower performing schools with 14.8% more spending 60+
minutes a week in this activity:

4c¢, Analyzing student evidence from state assessments with colleagues
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40% M 60 min/week or more
30%
20%

m 30 min/week

B None
10%

0%

All

Higher Performing
Lower Performing
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4.d Finding: 68.3% of statewide respondentsréthey identify and implement changes in

instructional practice with colleagues. Teachers in schools performing higher than predicted reported
spending less time in this activity than teachers in lower performing schools:

4d. Identifying and implementing changes in instructional practice with colleagues
100%

90%
80%
70%

60%

B 60 min/week or more
50%

m 30 min/week
0%

M None
30%

20%

10%
0%

All

Higher Performing

Loveer Performing
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4.e Finding: 64.6% of atewide respondents report they reflect on and refine changes in instructional

practice with colleagues. Teachers in schools performing higher than predicted reported spending less
time in this activity than teachers in school performing lower than ptextic

4e, Reflecting on and refining changes in instructional practice with colleagues
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
B 60 min/week or more

0%

B 30 min/week
30%

20%
10%
0%

B None

All

Higher Performing

Lower Performing
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Question #5:

5.a Finding: 30% of respondents statewide report they have a late start or early release schedule for
teacher collaboration. The schools performing higher than predicted were less likely to have a late
start or early release foratlaboration than lower performing schools (note: Interviews revealed that

one higher performing HS and an ES have a late start but neither reported this in the survey and it is
not reflected in graph 5.a)

Does your building have a late start or early release schedule for teacher collaboration?

Elem Higher
Performing Elem Lovlufer
Performing

SecHigher
Performing Sec Lower
Performing

ENoData mNo mYes
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Question #6:

6.a Finding: 55.3% of statewidespondents report they always define goals for improving student

learning when they meet collaboratively with colleagues. Schools performing higher than predicted
report a higher rate of setting

goal sl yort Hharpr o\
lower performing schools:

6. When you meet collaboratively with colleagues, how often has the team defined goals
forimproving student learning?

100%
90%
80% B Ido not meet collaboratively with
70% colleagues
60% B Rarely or never
50%
40% N Sometimes
30%
20% B Usually
10%

0% B Always
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Question #7:

7.a Finding: 97.5% of statewide respondents report they share learning objectives with students in
studentfriendly language at least monthly. Schools performing higher than predicted have a higher
percentage of teachers reporting that they engage in this activity at least weekly than teachers from
lower performing schools:
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